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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking Regarding 
Policies, Procedures and Rules for the Self-
Generation Incentive Program and Related 
Issues. 

 

Rulemaking 20-05-012 
(Filed on May 28, 2020) 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY’S (U 904 G) REPLY TO SIERRA CLUB 
AND NATURAL RESOURCE DEFENSE COUNCIL’S RESPONSE TO SOCALGAS’S 

MOTION TO STRIKE CERTAIN SECTIONS OF SC/NRDC REPLY COMMENTS 
ON THE ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING REGARDING POLICIES, 

PROCEDURES AND RULES FOR THE SELF-GENERATION 
INCENTIVE PROGRAM AND RELATED ISSUES 

Pursuant to Rule 11.1(f) of the Rules of Practice and Procedure (Rules) of the California 

Public Utilities Commission (Commission or CPUC), Southern California Gas Company 

(SoCalGas) provides its Reply to Sierra Club and Natural Resource Defense Council’s 

(SC/NRDC) Response to SoCalGas’ Motion to Strike (Motion) certain sections of SC/NRDC’s 

Reply Comments on the Order Instituting Rulemaking Regarding Policies, Procedures and Rules 

for the Self-Generation Incentive Program (SGIP) and Related Issues (OIR or rulemaking) filed 

on August 11, 2020.  Pursuant to Rule 11.1(e), on August 19, 2020, Administrative Law Judge 

(ALJ) Fogel issued a Procedural Email Granting Southern California Gas Company Permission 

to File Reply in Support of Motion to Strike that granted SoCalGas’s August 14, 2020 request 

and directed this Reply be filed no later than August 21, 2020. 

 INTRODUCTION 

SC/NRDC’s response to the Motion reinforces the fact that SC/NRDC’s intent is to 

inappropriately inject out of scope, irrelevant, inflammatory and speculative information into the 

SGIP proceeding.  To be respectful of the ALJ’s August 19, 2020 Email Order, SoCalGas limits 
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its Reply to novel issues raised in SC/NRDC’s Response.  SC/NRDC’s Response is based on 

inference (upon inference) that SoCalGas has sought to somehow inhibit the adoption of heat 

pump water heaters (HPWHs) in the SGIP proceeding. 

SoCalGas has been clear, however, that its intent is to clarify the appropriate baseline for 

HPWHs because the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions performance baseline of all other SGIP 

technologies are measured against the electric grid.  In their Response, SC/NRDC acknowledge 

that they support a fuel switching GHG emission baseline standard for HPWHs even though all 

other SGIP technologies are based on an electric grid baseline – the very issue SoCalGas 

believes needs Commission consideration.  SC/NRDC’s Response thus validates SoCalGas’s 

position as a prudent PA and invalidates SC/NRDC’s purported need to introduce information 

that is the subject of SoCalGas’s Motion. 

 DISCUSSION 

 SC/NRDC Acknowledge That They Support a Fuel Switching GHG Emission 
Baseline for HPWH In Contrast to the Electric Grid 

SC/NRDC admit that SoCalGas is correct that all other SGIP technologies are required to 

measure their GHG emissions reductions against the electric grid.1  In their previous Reply 

Comments, SC/NRDC had represented that “even when considering GHG emissions reduction 

relative to the “electric grid” baseline, the following chart shows that HPWH far exceed the 5 

kg CO2/kWh annual threshold.”2  SC/NRDC’s Response now states that to “accurately assess 

the GHG benefits of HPWH deployment, the baseline case should therefore be the GHG 

pollution that would otherwise result.”3  SC/NRDC seemingly acknowledges that its HPWH 

 
1 SC/NRDC Response at 5. 
2 SC/NRDC Reply Comments to OIR at 2-3 (emphasis added). 
3 SC/NRDC Response at 5-6 (emphasis added). 
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evaluation supports fuel switching as a baseline.4  Based on this, SoCalGas was acting prudently 

when it stated that there should be clarification from the Commission regarding the appropriate 

GHG emission baseline for HPWHs. 

SC/NRDC’s position indicates that the HPWH GHG emission baseline should be fuel 

switching and not the electric grid.  SC/NRDC thus acknowledges a divergence from the 

historical regulatory scheme, which strengthens SoCalGas’s position as a prudent PA and rebuts 

SC/NRDC’s claimed grounds for introducing irrelevant, inflammatory, and speculative 

information that is the subject of SoCalGas’s Motion.  While SoCalGas and SC/NRDC, or any 

other party for that matter, could have differing positions on what the SGIP GHG emission 

baseline should be, that difference cannot be the basis for a collateral, unsubstantiated attack on 

SoCalGas’s position as an SGIP PA. 

 The Use of Irrelevant Information Seeks to Chill SoCalGas’s Protected 
Speech 

SoCalGas’s request to address this issue in an open and transparent forum refutes 

SC/NRDC’s contention about SoCalGas’s desire to undermine HPWH adoption.  SC/NRDC 

conflagrate the SGIP proceeding with irrelevant and speculative information.  SoCalGas raised a 

legitimate concern, and rather than addressing it, SC/NRDC attacked the propriety of 

SoCalGas’s administration of the program.  SC/NRDC continues to rebuff the regulatory process 

by submitting additional inflammatory and irrelevant information unrelated to SGIP.5  For 

example, in their Response, SC/NRDC referenced SoCalGas’s action filed against the California 

Energy Commission (CEC) for not complying with the statutory obligations of Assembly Bill 

  

 
4 SC/NRDC Reply at 5. 
5 Much of SC/NRDC’s Response retreads the same irrelevant, inflammatory, out of scope and speculative 
information that is already the subject of SoCalGas’s Motion. 
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(AB) 1257.  That case has no bearing on establishing GHG emission baseline standards for 

HPWHs in SGIP and belies the true goal behind SC/NRDC’s efforts to bring irrelevant outside 

information into this proceeding and collaterally attack SoCalGas’s credibility as an SGIP PA.  

Such a tactic cannot be rewarded. 

SoCalGas voiced a legitimate issue that should be considered in the context of the 

prudent administration of SGIP.  SC/NRDC acknowledge that all SGIP technologies are 

evaluated against an electric grid baseline.  SC/NRDC, as it is fully within its rights to do, 

support a different standard for HPWHs.  That cannot be the basis for introducing information 

that is intended to retaliate against or discourage SoCalGas from voicing a legitimate issue in the 

first instance or in the future. 

 SoCalGas’s Responsibilities as a Program Administrator 

SC/NRDC’s claim that SoCalGas, as a “lead PA,” would have a significant role in 

writing SGIP Handbook rules for HPWH incentives is unfounded.6  SoCalGas is one of four PAs 

that all work collaboratively with the Commission in administering SGIP and revisions to the 

Handbook.  Decision (D.) 01-03-073 directed SoCalGas to “…[t]ake the lead in convening a 

working group…” and assigns the responsibility of program refinement, design, and other 

administrative tasks such as those related to Handbook updates to all administrators.7  The 

assignment to lead the working group was an effort designed to make sure all PAs engage 

equally across the state and a uniform implementation of policy.  SoCalGas has managed the 

responsibility of scheduling the working group meetings for over 20 years.  In these meetings, 

the PAs along with Energy Division (ED) and other third parties, convene to discuss program 

 
6 SC/NRDC Response at 2. 
7 D.01-03-073 at pg. 39. 

                               5 / 8



 

5 

administration.  Since the inception of the program, the number of statewide administrative tasks 

have increased and have been assigned to the other PAs. 

As one of many examples, Pacific Gas and Electric Company currently manages the 

contractual relationship with the Measurement and Evaluation third party who monitors and 

evaluates the impact of the program and the administrative processes of the PAs.  Similarly, the 

Center for Sustainable Energy manages the contractual relationship with the Information 

Technology third party who designs and manages the statewide database.  Southern California 

Edison Company manages the contractual relationship with the third party who performs PA 

Fiscal Evaluations.  Each PA plays a lead role in maintaining and organizing the meetings and 

the information as assigned.  Additionally, that same Decision also assigned the administrative 

responsibility to oversee program design, roll out, and program implementation to the 

Commission. 

Notwithstanding this regulatory regime, SC/NRDC implies that SoCalGas can somehow 

be significantly responsible for Handbook updates to HPWH incentives because SoCalGas is 

responsible for leading the working group meetings.  This unsubstantiated contention devalues 

and disregards the collaborative atmosphere of equal responsibility and effort exhibited by the 

PAs (and the Commission) in administering this important program, of which SoCalGas is only 

one entity involved. 

 Clarification on SC/NRDC’s Claimed Misrepresentation of Mandatory 
Compliance Omissions 

SC/NRDC’s assumption that a Handbook update has been omitted and that SoCalGas 

should be responsible for this omission is unfounded and irrelevant to the Motion.  In order to 

avoid any confusion from SC/NRDC’s statements, however, SoCalGas offers the following 
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factual background.  The Commission directed the PAs to align eligibility requirements for 

directed renewable fuel biogas projects with those of the CEC’s currently applicable Renewable 

Portfolio Standard (RPS) guidelines.8  On June 23, 2016, the Commission directed the PAs along 

with ED to update the tracking and verification protocol of renewable natural gas (RNG) within 

120 days of the approval of D.16-06-055.9  At that time the existing guidelines were based on the 

2015 RPS Guidelines 8th Edition.  On October, 21, 2016, the PAs filed a Tier 2 Advice Letter 

with several handbook changes, one of which was the update to the RNG verification protocol.10  

This Advice Letter was subsequently approved on February, 15, 2017.11  As noted by 

SC/NRDC’s Opening Comments footnote 29, an update to the RPS guidelines was approved in 

April 2017.12  Contrary to SC/NRDC’s contention, the actual sequence of events shows that no 

omission occurred because the PAs were never directed to make any further updates to the 

Handbook. 

 CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing, SoCalGas respectfully requests the Commission grant 

SoCalGas’s motion to strike information that has arisen completely outside this proceeding 

solely to discredit SoCalGas in this proceeding.  As uncovered in SC/NRDC’s Response and 

associated comments, SoCalGas has raised a legitimate issue for prudent SGIP program 

administration, specifically, that the GHG emission baseline for HPWHs should be clarified to 

the extent it diverges from the current (and historic) electric grid baseline for SGIP technologies.  

SC/NRDC’s Response supports SoCalGas’s Motion and rebuts SC/NRDC’s alleged grounds for 

 
8 D.16-06-055 at pg. 74. 
9 D.16-06-055, OP 1, pg. 82. 
10 Advice No. 5049 (Southern California Gas Company – U 904 G) 
11 Id. 
12 SC/NRDC Opening Comments on the Proposed Decision on SGIP Revisions Pursuant to SB700 and 
other Program Changes fn 29 at pg. 9. 
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seeking to inject this irrelevant, inflammatory and speculative information into the SGIP 

proceeding. 

Respectfully submitted, 

By: /s/ Edward L. Hsu 
 EDWARD L. HSU 

Attorney for: 
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